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PROPOSED RESPONSE

The President's intention of proceeding with an add-on
to the Portsmouth enrichment facility and, subject to
environmental requirements to complete that plant, is
reflected in the following series of actions:

1. The NFAA submitted to the Congress on June 26, 1975,
by the President, included a section which would have
authorized continued work on construction, planning
and design for the expansion of government-owned
enrichment facilities.

2. On May 5, 1976, the President requested approval of
$12.6 million for continuation of design work for the
Portsmouth add-on during the remainder of FY 1976
and the Transition Quarter.

3. On May 26, 1976, the President announced that he would
accept and encourage passage of a revised NFAA which
had been reported unanimously by the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy on May 14, 1976. Section 4 of that

bill authorized and directed ERDA to initiate construction

planning and design, and construction and operation of
an add-on to an existing government-owned uranium
enrichment facility and the report accompanying the
bill made clear to the facility at Portsmouth was the
one to be expanded.

4. On June 4, 1976, the President requested $178.8 million

for FY 1977 to proceed with design, planning and
procurement of long lead-time construction for the
Portsmouth plant.

5. On July 12, 1976, the President signed the Public Works

Appropriations Bill appropriating the $178.8 million for

s Portsmouth work.

On September 3, 1976, ERDA Deputy Adminustrator Fri, in
responding to questions posed by Senator Glenn concerning
the need for additional enrichment capacity, pointed out
that there was no conflict between the desire to proceed
with privately-owned uranium enrichment capacity and the

Portsmouth add-on plant because "the add-on enrichment plant

at Portsmouth, Ohio will be used to fulfill existing ERDA
contacts in the most economically, efficient manner and to
conserve uranium resources."
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The current status of the authorization for proceeding with

the Portsmouth plant is that the continuing resolution*passed
by the Congress on October 1, 1976, authorized ERDA tao.

continue work on the Portsmouth plant through March 31,

1977 at the rate of spending provided for in 1977 Appropriation
Ects ($178.8 million for all of FY 1977).

In response to the specific questions posed by Mr. Lowenstein:

-- The President's statement during the October 6, 1976
debates is consistent with the actions the President
has already taken to proceed with the Portsmouth plant.

-- The Administration has no intention of asking for a
recision of the $178.8 million in FY 1977 appropriations.

—- Funding requirements for FY 1978 for work on the Portsmouth
add-on are now being considered as part of the President's
FY 1978 budget.

——- Subject to ERDA's completion of the requested environ-
mental reviews, the President is committed to the
completion of the add-on facility at Portsmouth, Ohio.

* H.R. Resolution 1105, not yet signed. Last day for action
October 18.
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FROM: GEORGE W. HUMPHREYS

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON

SUBJECT: Bonneville Power Administration/
Alumax Aluminum Plant - Oregon

Attached is a suggested memo from you to the President
advising him of the actions you took concerning the
Bonneville Power Administration issue in Oregon.




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON INFORMATION

October 28, 1976

MEMORANDUM TO: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: JIM CANNOMNAA
SUBJECT: Bonnevil\le/ Power Administration/

Alumax Aluminum Plant - Oregon

Our people in Oregon advise that it is very important

for you to move positively to resolve problems surrounding
delays in building an aluminum plant in Umatilla County,
Oregon.

In 1966, the Bonneville Power Administration agreed
contractually to provide power to Alumax for a new plant
to be constructed in Astoria, Oregon. The contract was
later replaced in 19275 to accomodate the movement of the
proposed site inland to Umatilla County.

The Port of Astoria, et al, brought suit to block the
move, alleging that the contract was invalid because no
environmental impact statement had been prepared. The
U.S. District Court ruled that the contract was valid, but
unenforceable until the EIS was prepared. The court
ordered both a site-specific EIS and a programmatic EIS
covering the BPA's role in supplying power throughout its
service area.

The Justice Department appealed the decision, but BPA
began the EIS process, estimated to cost $4 million.
Completion of the EIS is expected by the fall of 1977. The
appeal is not expected to be heard for six months, with a
decision possibly two years away.

Senator Dole is scheduled to be in Oregon today, October 28,
and we expect him to be asked about this issue.




The Senator has been informed that you have instructed
Secretary Kleppe to review the entire issue and to take
whatever appropriate steps are reguired to speed up the
EIS process and to eliminate any other procedural
impediments so that the plant construction can begin as
soon as possible. .

Tom agrees with this approach and has been informed of
some actions that he can take that will reduce the delay
time.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON INFORMATION

October 28, 1976

MEMORANDUM TO: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: JIM CANNOMNAUA
SUBJECT: Bonnevil\le/ Power Administration/

Alumax Aluminum Plant - Oregon

Our people in Oregon advise that it is very important

for you to move positively to resolve problems surrounding
delays in building an aluminum plant in Umatilla County,
Oregon.

In 1966, the Bonneville Power Administration agreed
contractually to provide power to Alumax for a new plant
to be constructed in Astoria, Oregon. The contract was
later replaced in 1975 to accomodate the movement of the
proposed site inland to Umatilla County.

The Port of Astoria, et al, brought suit to block the
move, alleging that the contract was invalid because no
environmental impact statement had been prepared. The
U.S. District Court ruled that the contract was valid, but
unenforceable until the EIS was prepared. The court
ordered both a site-specific EIS and a programmatic EIS
covering the BPA's role in supplying power throughout its
service area.

The Justice Department appealed the decision, but BPA

began the EIS process, estimated to cost $4 million.
Completion of the EIS is expected by the fall of 1977. The
appeal is not expected to be heard for six months, with a
decision possibly two years away.

Senator Dole is scheduled to be in Oregon today, October 28,
and we expect him to be asked about this issue.




The Senator has been informed that you have instructed
Secretary Kleppe to review the entire issue and to take
whatever appropriate steps are required to speed up the
EIS process and to eliminate any other procedural
impediments so that the plant construction can begin as
soon as possible. ' :

Tom agrees with this approach and has been informed of
some actions that he can take that will reduce the delay
time.

i
[



cc: Schleede
-
;M;f//

FEDERAL ENERGY ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20461

October 29, 1976 -
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(. OFFICE OF Ti ADMINISTRATOR

MEMORANDUM TO THE ENERGY RESOURCES COUNCIL

FROM: FRANK ZARB, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF MINUTES, ERC MEETING,
OCTOBER 28, 1976
'l

1. Mid-Term Technologies Update

ERDA briefed the Council on the potential mid-term
(1985-2000) impacts of energy technology. Expansion

of existing sources, the development of new sources

and conservation by increasing the efficiency of

fuel use were addressed. ERDA also outlined its

level of funding and its approach to current and

future research and development. Council discussion

focused on the need for increased reliance on coal,

oil and gas during the 1985-2000 period 1if a =

native technologies are unsuccessful, the need for e
stimulating public awareness of energy Jdssues, the
uncertainties in underwriting the massive capital
requirements of the new technologies, and the
relative emphasis given to new technologies.

2. Energy Program Update

FEA outlined the progress made by the Administration
and the 94th Congress in implementing the President's
energy program. There were many more conservation
measures while on the supply side Congress has made
little progress. FEA estimated that if fully imple-
mented, the currently authorized portions of the
President's program would hold oil imports to about 7
million barrels per day by 1985; imports could be
reduced to about 4 million barrels per day if the
Congress authorizes the remainder of the program.
Deregulation of natural gas prices was singled out as
the action most needed to accomplish the reduced oil
import objectives.
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